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DETAILED ACTION 
Specification 

1 . The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: On 
page 1 1 , line 1 9, agent B asserts PMPT wire 259 when agent B does not have 
control of the PMPT wire. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claim 7 is objected to because of the following informalities: The 
specification discloses that the second agent retains access if the second agent 
is a critical access and the timer has not expired. However, claim 7 says the 
second agent retains access if the second agent is a critical access and the timer 
has expired .Appropriate correction is required. 

3. Claim 1 5 is objected to because of the following informalities: The 
specification discloses that ICH retains access if the ICH is a critical access and 
the timer has not expired. However, claim 15 says ICH retains access if the ICH 
is a critical access and the timer not expired. Also, claim 15 refers to a second 
agent when a second agent is not mentioned in claims 10 and 12. Appropriate 
correction is required. 

4. Claim 17 is objected to because of the following informalities: Claim 17 is 
dependent on itself. Appropriate correction is required. 

5. For the purposes of analyzing the prior art, examiner will assume that in 
claims 7 and 15, applicant is referring to a situation where the timer has not 
expired. Also, for claim 15, examiner is assuming the second agent refers to the 
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ICH. Regarding claim 17, examiner will assume that claim 17 is dependent on 
claim 16. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in 
public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in 
the United States. 

6. Claims 1, 3-9, and 16-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Christiansen et al, patent number 5,787,264, hereinafter referred 
to as Christiansen. 

7. Regarding claim 1 , Christiansen discloses an agent(Figure 2, Component 
31) coupled to a second agent(Component 23) via a point to point half duplex 
interface, wherein a signal(Signal 32) indicates what type of access the first 
agent is requesting. 

8. Regarding claims 3-4, Christiansen discloses that the signal(Figure 2, 
Component 32) indicates the access to the interface is a critical request or best 
effort(Column 8, Lines 37-43). A request is critical if the signal is asserted. A 
request is best effort if the signal is not asserted. Thus, claims 3-4 are rejected. 

9. Regarding claim 5, Christiansen discloses the use of a component of the 
interface(Figure 2, Component 32 and Column 6, Lines 22-32) that has an 
equivalence to the preempt wire claimed by the applicant. If the signal in 
Christiansen's invention is asserted, the component asserting the signal takes 
over or preempts control of the bus over the current component using the bus. 
Thus, claim 5 is rejected. 
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10. Regarding claims 6-7, Christiansen discloses a component preempting 
access of the interface by a second component if the second components 
access is best effort(Column 6, Lines 22-32). According to Christiansen's 
invention, there is only one real time component and it has an ARBcritical 
signal(Figure 2, Component 32). All the requests of the real time component are 
considered critical and all the other components 1 requests are considered best 
effort. Therefore, the real time component's request, which is critical, preempts 
access of the interface by the second component, which is a best effort access. 
Christiansen also discloses that more than one real time component can be used 
and any arbitration scheme can be used to determine who gets access of the 
interface when they both have requests. Christiansen discloses the use of a timer 
to limit the amount of time a component has control of the bus(Column 5, Lines 
52-54). So in a situation of there being two real time components and the second 
component has control of the bus, and the first component has a request that is 
critical and a timer associated with the second component has expired, the first 
component preempts control of the bus by the second component. However, if 
the timer has not expired, the second component retains access. Thus claims 6-7 
are rejected. 

1 1 . Regarding claim 8, Christiansen discloses a wire that is a single half 
duplex wire Figure 2, Component 32), shared between 2 agents. Since this wire 
is used by a component to preempt access over another component, its function 
is equivalent to the claimed preempt wire. Thus, claim 8 is rejected. 
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12. Regarding claim 9, Christiansen discloses the use of a signal(Figure 2 t 
Component 32) to indicate a critical request. If a component has a best effort 
request, then the signal is not asserted. The component can simply change or 
upgrade the request to a critical request by asserting the signal. Therefore 
Christiansen's signal is equivalent to the signal claimed by the applicant. 

13. Regarding claim 16, Christiansen discloses a method for an agent to 
request a critical access on a bus(Column 6, Lines 28-29) and determining 
whether another agent has control of the interface(Column 5, Lines 23-26). This 
is achieved by sampling the grant signals. Christiansen further discloses a 
component asserting a preempt component and waiting for control of the 
interface(Column 6, Lines 30-33). According to Christianson's invention, one 
component is connected to another component through a bus, and therefore 
being able to communicate to each other. This circuitry is equivalent to the point- 
to-point circuit in the claimed invention since one agent also communicates with 
the other agent via a bus. Thus, claim 16 is rejected. 

14. Regarding claim 17, Christiansen discloses a method for giving control of 
the bus to a component if no other component has control of the bus(Column 5, 
Lines 45-47). 

1 5. Regarding claim 1 8-1 9, Christiansen discloses the sampling of a critical 
access request signal from a component and if the current access is not critical, 
control of the bus is given to the critical access requesting component(Column 6, 
Lines 34-37). 
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16. Regarding claims 20-21 , Christiansen uses an arbitration scheme that 
allows a component to only have a limited period of time to control the bus and 
has to give up the control of the bus to another component if this time 
expires(Column 5, Lines 57-63). This is equivalent to the use of a timer as 
claimed by the applicant and thus, claims 20-21 are rejected. 

17. Regarding claim 22, Christiansen teaches a situation where a second 
agent has control of the bus and afterwards, the first agent asserts the 
preemptive component of the interface. Since, the first agent can assert the 
preemptive component any time after the second agent is given control of the 
bus(Column 8, Lines 1-8), the preemptive component can be asserted one clock 
cycle after control of the bus had been given to another component. Thus, claim 
22 is rejected. 

18. Regarding claims 23-24, Christiansen's method has the preempt signal 
being asserted for the duration the agent waits to be granted control of the 
bus(Column 6, Lines 31-35). 

19. Regarding claim 25, Christiansen teaches an agent with a preemptive 
component that is not asserted when there is a best effort. However, when there 
is a critical operation, the preemptive component is asserted. (Column 8, Lines 
37-43). When this is done, control of the bus is given to the agent and thereby 
having a request upgraded from best effort to a critical request. Thus, claim 25 is 
rejected. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering 
patentability of the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that 
the subject matter of the various claims was commonly owned at the time any 
inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to the contrary. 
Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor 
and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a 
later invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 
35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a). 

The applied reference has a common inventor with the instant application. 
Based upon the earlier effective U.S. filing date of the reference, it constitutes 
prior art only under 35 U.S.C. 102(e). This rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
might be overcome by: (1 ) a showing under 37 CFR 1 .1 32 that any invention 
disclosed but not claimed in the reference was derived from the inventor of this 
application and is thus not an invention "by another"; (2) a showing of a date of 
invention for the claimed subject matter of the application which corresponds to 
subject matter disclosed but not claimed in the reference, prior to the effective 
U.S. filing date of the reference under 37 CFR 1 .131 ; or (3) an oath or 
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declaration under 37 CFR 1 .130 stating that the application and reference are 
currently owned by the same party and that the inventor named in the application 
is the prior inventor under 35 U.S.C. 104, together with a terminal disclaimer in 
accordance with 37 CFR 1 .321(c). For applications filed on or after November 
29, 1999, this rejection might also be overcome by showing that the subject 
matter of the reference and the claimed invention were, at the time the invention 
was made, owned by the same person or subject to an obligation of assignment 
to the same person. See MPEP § 706.02(l)(1) and § 706.02(l)(2). 

20. Claims 2, and 10-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious 
over Ajanovic et al. (6,145, 039) in view of Christiansen. 

21 . Regarding claim 2, Ajanovic discloses circuitry that has a first agent 
coupled to a half-duplex point-to-point interface that is coupled to a second 
agent(Figure 2). Ajanovic does not disclose the use of a signal to indicate what 
type of access the MCH or ICH is requesting. However, Christiansen discloses 
the use of a signal that indicates what type of access a component is 
requesting(Column 6, Lines 28-29). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the teachings of 
Ajavonic with that of Christiansen to add an extra signal to indicate what type of 
request either agent is requesting because it would enhance the overall 
operating efficiency since time critical actions can be completed before actions 
that are not as important 

22. Regarding claims 10-11, Ajanovic discloses circuitry that has a memory 
control hub coupled to a half-duplex point-to-point interface that is coupled to an 
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input/output control hub(Figure 2). Ajanovic does not disclose the use of a signal 
to indicate what type of access the MCH or ICH is requesting. However, 
Christiansen discloses the use of a signal that indicates what type of access a 
component is requesting(Column 6, Lines 28-29). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
teachings of Ajavonic with that of Christiansen to add an extra signal to indicate 
what type of request either agent is requesting because it would enhance the 
overall operating efficiency since time critical actions can be completed before 
actions that are not as important. 

23. Regarding claims 12-13, Christiansen discloses the use of a signal that 
indicates if a request is critical or best effort(Column 8, Lines 37-43). A request is 
critical if the signal is asserted. A request is best effort if the signal is not 
asserted. 

24. Regarding claims 14-15, Christiansen discloses a component preempting 
access of the interface by a second component if the second component's 
access is best effort(Column 6, Lines 22-32). According to Christiansen's 
invention, there is only one real time component, the first component, and it has 
an ARBcrit signal. All the requests of the real time component are considered 
critical and all the other components' requests are considered best effort. 
Therefore, the real time component's request, which is critical, preempts access 
of the interface by the second component, which is a best effort access. 
Christiansen also discloses that more than one real time component can be used 
and any arbitration scheme can be used to determine who gets access of the 
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interface when they both have requests. Christiansen discloses the use of a timer 
to limit the amount of time a component has control of the bus(Column 5 f Lines 
52-54). So in a situation of there being two real time components and the second 
component has control of the bus, and the first component has a request that is 
critical and a timer associated with the second component has expired, the first 
component preempts control of the bus by the second component. The second 
component retains access of the interface if its access is critical and the timer 
has not expired. Therefore Christiansen's invention can be applied to applicant's 
claimed invention where the MCH is the first component and the ICH as the 
second component. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Patent number 6,151 ,651 given to Hewitt et al. discloses a circuit in which 
a first bridge circuit is connected to a second bridge circuit via an interconnection 
bus. The interconnection bus provides a first transfer mode for asynchronous 
data and a second transfer mode for isochronous data. 

Patent number 6,151,651 given to Meyer et al. discloses a method of 
communication between requester and target devices in a computer system 
having multiple bus architectures. 

Patent number 6,016,528 given to Jaramillo et al. discloses a priority 
arbitration system for interfacing a plurality of PCI agents coupled to a PCI bus 
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such that high priority PCI agents are satisfied without starving low priority PCI 
agents. 

Patent number 5,872,936 given to Eckstein discloses an apparatus and 
method for arbitrating bus conflicts. The system can use information about the 
status of a data stream to switch between more or less restrictive prioritization 
schemes. 

Patent number 6,105,094 given to Lindeman discloses an apparatus for 
allocating exclusive shared resource requests. The apparatus is capable of 
granting a second type device exclusive access to the shared resource by 
preventing a first type device from being granted exclusive access to the shared 
resource. 

Patent number 6,393,505 given to Scalise et al. discloses a data bus 
arbitration system that has a bus status monitor signal. The bus is arbitrated 
between multiple requests using heuristics dependent on classes of requesters. 
The first class of requesters have real time requirements whereas a second class 
of requesters have a semi-real time requirements. 

25. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Nimesh G Patel whose telephone number is 
703-305-7583. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 8:30-6:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Mark H Rinehart can be reached on 703-305-4815. The 
fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is (703) 872-9306. 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application 
or proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 
703-308-2100. 



NP 
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